ROBERT M. FIGLIO *
The research reported here concerns the determination of the subjective severities of various kinds of criminal offenses as judged by convicted offenders and by nonoffenders. The study aims -to determine if convicted offenders rate the seriousness of offenses in the same manner as do middle-class nonoffenders with regard to (1) offense ranking, (2) absolute and relative weight given to each offense and, (3) degree of consensus about the seriousness of each offense.
There are few precedents in the literature dealing with this topic.' Prison inmates have not been asked to evaluate general offensive behavior in these terms systematically with a sensitive instrument. Until very recently an undertaking such as this would have been difficult to accomplish. While the literature abounds with discussions and tables so familiar to criminologists concerning the numbers and kinds of crimes observed among individuals, groups, societies, etc., little has been available regarding the subjective content of the criminal acts. The various types of criminal or delinquent behavior have been a traditional interest for criminologists but, surprisingly, a carefully conceived attack on the determination of the seriousness of violative activity did not begin until the published work of Sellin and Wolfgang in 1964 (1959) .
Building on the work of S. S. Stevens in the field of psychophysical scaling, Sellin and Wolfgang developed a subjective measuring stick for assessing the severity of various delinquent acts based on the judgments of juvenile court judges, police officers and college students.
3 They were able to scale the gamut of delinquent behavior involving components of injury, theft and/or damage down to the rather insignificant forms of deviant activity resulting in no injury, theft or damage along a continuum for which a power function was found to be an adequate fit.
The stimuli developed for this purpose have been administered to a variety of cross-cultural subject groups in Canada, England, Belgian Congo, Taiwan, Indonesia, Brazil, Mexico and Puerto Rico. 4 Cultural differences have ap- have yielded quite similar scales lends support to the thesis that something reproducible is happening and that a degree of confidence is justified in the use of the scale. In any event we shall accept the scale as it stands for the purpose of this investigation in order to maintain comparability with the Sellin-Wolfgang findings. Thus, this study shall attempt to determine if the people who actually commit serious crimes consider the severity of that behavior in ways similar to or divergent from a middle-class sample.
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METHOD 7
From Rahway Prison, an adult penal institution of some 1000 inmates situated in the Trenton-New York conurbation, a sample of some 200 respondents was drawn (of which 193 actually took part), while the whole population of 524 residents of Annandale Farms, a juvenile detention center in rural New Jersey, was asked to take part in the study. The problems of scheduling and security were such that the number of participants had to be limited at Rahway Prison.
In addition, the undergraduate sociology classes (216 students) of the University of Pennsylvania were asked to respond to the Sellin-Wolfgang scale, first, to provide test-retest capability with the original study of 19648 6 It is not the intent here to overlook the problem of unreported crime, "hidden delinquency" or other factors which may have a bearing upon the defining of the dichotomy offender-nonoffender. It may be that the so-called "nonoffender" sample used in this study may have offenders in it. However, for our purposes, at this time, we need only consider the modal type of each group. On that level, at least, convicted offenders surely represent a different social grouping than do college students.
r Test booklets similar to those used by Sellin and Wolfgang were distributed to the inmates and students 9 and instructions for filling out the booklet appeared in each booklet and were read by the author to each group. Questions regarding the meaning of the various stimuli were entertained during the complete test period. In those cases where the respondent was unable to read, the scale was read aloud and the response entered by the author or one of his assistants. As in the Sellin-Wolfgang study, two kinds of scales were administered: category and magnitude. 10 In the category scale each subject was asked to circle the number from one to eleven (least to most serious) which best represented how serious he thought that particular offense was. In the magnitude scale, the subject was asked to choose any number which adequately represented the seriousness of that particular offense description. The category scale has the advantage of being easy to visualize and to understand, but it is also numerically constraining. The magnitude scale, while having no such constraint, requires greater abstraction in the thought process. Thus, even though the utility of the category scale suffers because of its mechanical simplicity, it was included as a "back-up" to provide at least some indication of the judged severity of offense if the magnitude stimuli were too difficult for the inmates to score. Such fears later proved groundless, as the prisoners were quite able to make magnitude judgments. The items of the scale were revised slightly to keep the language as simple as possible." 1 Both scales use the same stimuli with the items randomly assigned so as to minimize the effect of earlier responses on any subsequent evaluation. In the aggregate, the impact of these a 
TABLE I Offense Stimuli
A) The offender is a male.
An offender takes $5 worth of property. He did it by himself and he did not break into or enter a building. B) The offender is a male.
An offender takes $20 worth of property. He did it by himself and he did not break into or enter a building. 0) The offender is a male.
An offender takes $50 worth of property. He did it by himself and he did not break into or enter a building. D) The offender is a male.
An offender takes $1000 worth of property. He did it by himself and he did not break into or enter a building. E) The offender is a male.
An offender takes $5000 worth or property. He did it by himself and he did not break into or enter a building. F) The offender is a male.
An offender takes $5 worth of property. He did it by himself and he broke into a building. G) The offender is a male.
An offender without a weapon threatens to hurt a victim unless the victim gives him money. The offender takes the victim's money ($5) and leaves without hurting the victim. H) The offender is a male.
The offender with a weapon threatens to hurt a victim unless the victim gives him money. The offender takes the victim's money ($5) and leaves without hurting the victim. I) The offender is a male.
An offender injures a victim. The victim dies from the injury. J) The offender is a male.
An offender injures a victim. The victim is treated by a doctor and his injuries require him to be hospitalized. K) The offender is a male.
An offender injures a victim. The victim is treated by a doctor, but his injuries do not require him to be hospitalized. L) The offender is a male.
An offender shoves (or pushes) a victim. The veitim does not require any medical treatment. M) The offender is a male.
An offender forces a female to submit to sexual intercourse. No other physical injury is inflicted. An offender takes an automobile which is recovered undamaged.
0)
The offender is a male. The offender is found firing a rifle for which he has no permit. P)
The offender is a male. An offender prowls in the backyard of a private residence.
Q) The offender is a male.
The offender is a customer in a house where liquor is sold illegally. R) The offender is a male.
The offender disturbs the neighborhood with loud, noisy behavior.
S)
The offender is a male. A juvenile runs away from home and thereby becomes an offender.
T)
The offender is a male. A juvenile plays hookey from school and thereby becomes an offender.
THE CATEGORY SCALE
The category scale, because of its limits, presents few problems for the respondent. Table II presents these category mean scores, standard deviations and analysis of variance tests for the twenty offenses across the three (Rahway, Annandale and Penn) groups. The differences among the category means are significant for all offenses except larceny of five dollars, minor injury and rape. One may reject the hypothesis that there are no differences among the means in an absolute sense, although it is clear that within the frame of reference of each group there is strong agreement as to the ordering of the severities of crime. The high intercorrelations in Table III support the observed uniformities of Table II. Thus all three groups consider murder and rape as very serious; Penn and Annandale placed murder above rape (9.62 and 9.05, 9.20 and 8.68 respectively), while Rahway reversed the order (8.42 for rape and 8.06 for murder).
All groups agreed that larceny of five dollars and minor injury were very insignificant and that the nonindex offenses (offenses with no components of injury, theft or damage) were also of relatively little harm. The relationship between the seriousness score given to larceny appears to be strongly related to the dollar amount stolen for the Annandale and Penn raters and only slightly so for the Rahway convicts. The relationship between the amount of injury sustained by a victim and the seriousness score given by all three rating groups is strong and positive.
Of particular interest for this study is the finding that overall, Rahway offenders rate offenses with less severity than do the Annandale subjects who, although they have responded in a fashion similar to that of the Penn students, also rated the offenses somewhat less serious than did the students. In short, there is strong agreement about the relative severity of assaultive offenses across the three groups, and strong agreement between Annandale and Penn about the relative seriousness of property offenses. The general moral system which places offenses in a particular order and spacing seems to penetrate from the middle class students through the Annandale Farms group to the "hard" inmates of Rahway Prison. But the absolute force of impact of that system is greatest among the students and least among the Rahway offenders. These findings must be interpreted cautiously, however, because of the small amount of response variability which is possible within a one to eleven scale. The correlation coefficient, particularly, may be overly supportive of hypotheses of similarity under such conditions. Another way to look at these data is to consider the degree of consensus about the seriousness score of each offense. We expect that because of the greater incidence of near illiteracy and the concomitant increased likelihood of marginal comprehension, the responses from the offenders will display greater variability than those from the student group. In fact the standard deviations of the offender groups are greater than those of the Penn students, ranging from about two to three score units for the former and from about one to two units for the latter. In summary, the ordering of offense severities and the spacing of these severities within each rating group are similar; Penn students tended to evaluate offenses as being more serious than did the Annandale sample who, in turn, rated more severely than did inmates of Rahway Prison.
THE MAGNITUDE SCALE
The examination of the magnitude responses is the core interest of this report because it is [Vol. 66 from the magnitude estimate of a given stimulus that Stevens based his work in psychophysical scaling and upon which Sellin and Wolfgang developed their scale. Our task here will be to determine if the response patterns observed above are observable when no numerical constraint is placed on the subjects' choice of offense seriousness. In accordance with Stevens' method, the analysis will discuss geometric means whenever the term "mean" is mentioned.
The variability of magnitude estimations has been found to grow approximately in proportion to the magnitude and to produce distributions that are roughly log normal. Consequently, averaging is done best by taking geometric means of the estimations. This method of averaging also has the advantage that, despite the different ranges of numbers used by different observers, no normalizing is needed prior to averaging.' (1966) . Geometric means were also computed by Sellin and Wolfgang.
"3 The subjects in these three groups who responded to the magnitude scale are different subsamples of the three groups from those in the category pnalysis of Chapter IV. The Penn and Annandale increments in judged severity of increasing dollar theft are very similar, while Rahway respondents seemed much less sensitive to thievery. Penn and Annandale gave scores of 36 and 33 respectively, to a theft of $5000; the Rahway score was 11. Similar patterns obtain for the other index offenses, although the differences are not so large. Interestingly, the significant differences in the mean scores for the very minor offenses of trespassing, illegal possession of liquor, disorderly conduct, running away from home and playing hookey are not the result of the disparity between Penn and Annandale on the one hand, and Rahway on the other, but rather they are due to the agreement between Penn and Rahway. The Annandale raters considered these offenses as more serious (4 to 12 points as opposed to 2 to 4 points) than did the two other groups. There is no readily apparent explantation for this reversal other than the hypothesis that these offenses are more relevant for the juvenile age-group of which they are members.
Stevens claimed in his empirical investigations to have found confirmation of the psychophysical law because about three dozen different continua have been adequately fitted by the power function Y = aXb.1 4 These continua contained such stimuli as sound level, time du-14 The psychophysical law of Stevens states that equal stimulus ratios produce equal perceptual ratios; that is, the "perceived magnitude p, grows as the physical value 0 raised to a power a -, = Ko ." Stevens, supra note 12, at 530. We have also found in this study an almost perfect concordance between the logarithm of the perceived seriousness of theft of money and the logarithm of the dollar value.
The straight lines on the log-log plots of Figure 1 substantiate the claim that the relationship is a power function. As the beta weights indicate, to double the perceived seriousness score the amount of the theft must increase by about thirty-five times for the Penn raters, forty-two times for the Annandale subjects and about seventy times for the Rahway inmates. The Penn and Annandale subjects have generated fairly similar power functions, although one may still conclude that the sensitivity to change in dollar value stolen as observed in the change in seriousness score is greatest for -the Penn group, somewhat less for Annandale and least for the Rahway prisoners.;" I6 Sellin and Wolfgang found a beta not too much greater than that of the Rahway offenders (.1652).
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Another finding, which Stevens substantiated in his work, is that the relationship of a category scale to a magnitude scale of the same measure is characteristically concave downward, a nonlinear function somewhere between linear and logarithmic.' 7 Sellin and Wolfgang found stich a relationship, as have we ( Figure  2 is the Penn plot and the two offender group plots are similar). Although this portion of the study deals with intensive stimuli, the response items are qualitative (excepting the dollar values) ; it is a numerical peg that we are attempting to generate for each item. Therefore, it cannot be determined for non-numerical items if the scale is, in fact, a power function except by analogy. That analogy must be drawn from the similarity of the relationships between category and magnitude scales which have been generated in those instances where the input stimuli could be measured and from the form of the relationship derived in the Sel-17 Stevens, supra note 12, at 532.
lin-Wolfgang study and in this project. Of course, the form of the relationship is clearly logarithmic for dollar stimuli. Nonetheless, without input stimuli which are measurable on some scale other than that from estimates of raters, no definite statement may be made regarding the shape of the relationship. We must rely upon the growing weight of evidence that the shape of relationship between category and magnitude estimates is somewhat stable when a power function is plotted against an equal interval category scale :i+diiid:!ii So far it has been shown that the evaluation of the seriousness of thefts is logarithmically related to the dollar value of the theft, that there is a considerable degree of agreement as to the ordering and spacing of the seriousness of various kinds of criminal behavior, and that, overall, the students rate offenses slightly more seriously than do the Annandale subjects and that the Rahway inmates view practically all violative behavior significantly less seriously than either of the two other groups. As was found with the category scores, the Penn sample exhibited somewhat greater consensus than did the two offender groups in the magnitude estimation process. The standard deviations for the Penn sample are smaller than those of the other two groups. Most of the offenses are characterized by roughly the same amount of agreement with the serious offenses of rape and murder exhibiting comparatively large dispersions. This is due, of course, to the unlimited upper end of the magnitude scale and the resulting extreme values entered by some individuals for these very severe forms of criminal behavior.
It will be recalled that the scale was administered to the Penn students for two reasons: a) to develop the necessary distributions for assessing the major problem of differential evaluation of the seriousness of criminal behavior by the offender/nonoffender variable, and b) to test a group some ten years later similar to the one that generated the Sellin and Wolfgang offense scores. In Table VI the two sets of magnitude scores are displayed. This set of magnitude scores forms the basis for the Sellin-Wolfgang Index of Delinquency. The offenses were rated about one-half as severe in absolute terms by the Penn students than in the original study. Assuming that the scale is reliable, one can conclude that the temporal trend has been to judge offenses as less serious than ten years ago. However, within each rating group the relative judgment of seriousness of the offenses in terms of ordering and spacing has remained about the same.
Sellin and Wolfgang were not particularly CHOLOGY 377 (1957 These derivations were suggested by Sellin and Wolfgang so that the relevant components from delinquent events could be isolated and weighted as to their severity because the separate elements were not given to the subjects to score. The assumption of additivity is implicit in this procedure. interested in the absolute values given to the offense stimuli because they were not comparing different groups in terms of the judged "absolute" gravity. Rather they developed a weighting system based on the relative degree of judged harm by dividing each mean score by the smallest score of the list of offenses, thus yielding a set of ratio weights. 
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weights express the ratio of severity existent between a particular offense and the least serious one. A five for a particular offense would mean (in round terms) that the offense was judged as being five times more serious than the least serious offense and so on. Those simple ratios have been computed and displayed along with the Sellin-Wolfgang ratio scores in Table VII . Here it can be 'seen that while the original Sellin-Wolfgang study found that homicide was rated as twenty-six times more serious than larcency of one dollar, the Penn retest group considered it as fifty-five times more serious, even though in absolute terms, they considered murder less serious. The spread of relative seriousness is greater in the retest group, while the absolute evaluation of the gravity of the offense is less. The patterns of the relative differences among three rating groups in this study are similar to the absolute difference patterns discussed earlier. The range of relative severity was smallest for Rahway (21.8), followed by Annandale (39.4) and Penn (55).
If we disregard the small changes in seriousness in larceny of one dollar, minor injury and larceny of five dollars, the ratios of the remaining more severe forms of offensive behavior may be divided by two (dividing by a constant does not alter the ratios) with the minor offense scores of less than one rounded up to one. The purpose of this operation is to indicate more vividly the close agreement of ratios of relative offense severity for the more serious offenses over the ten year span which has already been suggested by the high correlation coefficient reported in Table VI . The Penn retest group has produced ratios almost identical to the SellinWolfgang raters. The collapsing of the ratio distance for Annandale and, particularly, for Rahway is again clear and dramatic; offenders do not rate offenses as being as serious in absolute terms as do nonoffenders, nor do they place as much distance between severe and moderately severe offenses.
Our study demonstrates that the relationship between the category and magnitude versions of the Sellin-Wolfgang scale is similar to that * Scores rounded by the authors. ** "a" scores divided by 2 and rounded as in T. Sellin and M. Wolfgang, supra note 2.
[Vol. 66 and bodily violations, were found to be almost unchanged. The differences in the absolute impact of criminal behavior between today's Penn students and those of a decade ago are almost of the same magnitude as those differences between today's students and today's prisoners.
The students have maintained the same relative regard for offenses but they have been desensitized in absolute terms. Nonetheless, the relative weight given to each offense as a ratio of the lesser offenses has remained remarkably stable.
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